deny that of free speech, to learn that for
three years (1925-1928) the issue [of '
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policy] was the subject of heated public controversy
in articles, pamphlets, and books, widely circulating
in large editions, as weU as prolonged committee
debate in the Central Executive Council and within
the Communist Party '^ (pp. 242-243). The argu-
ment is repeated in various forms on pages 348 367~
448, and 1099.	' '
But, the reader will wonder, can the struggle
between Stalin and Trotsky, ending at the close of
1927 with the victory of the former, be adduced as
an illustration of common usage in present-day
Russia?    The  fact  reported  on  page   619  thaj.
immediately after the close of the debate Trotsky
and hundreds of his foUowers were exiled to remote
parts of the land and that, as we know from other
parts of the book, later on most of the others who
stood on the losing side of that debate lost their life
or their liberty at the hands of the secret police, must
certainly discourage the present-day Russian to look
upon that debate as a precedent on -which to base his
claim to free speech; the more so, since it seems that
the Soviet Government does not at all wish it to be
considered in such a light.   An official publication of
1933, quoted by the authors, refers to the debate in
the following terms: " The Five-Year Plan was born
in the midst of a fierce class struggle around the
question of the main roads [as] means of socialist
construction.   Notwithstanding the counter-revolu-
tionary resistance of the Rights and the Trotskyists,
the Communist Party and the Soviet Government
adopted the Five-Year Plan" (p. 6£1).   what the
authors ask us to consider as a typical example of a

